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Abstract— In this paper we pick up the threads of our previous 
research on rewards systems and present updated results 
accordingly. Our new empirical research was conducted among 
for-profit organizations domiciled in the Czech Republic and with 
more than 250 full-time employees. We focused our attention on 
the degree to which the principles of the total rewards approach 
are utilized, on the procedures employed for job evaluation, and 
on the implementation of rewards for performance. Results are 
compared to our previous research, as well as to the results of 
similar survey conducted among U.S. private companies. Our 
research showed that companies in the Czech Republic make 
intensive use of the principles of the total rewards approach and 
also make intensive use of rewards for performance (short-term 
variable rewards for performance were implemented by 81 
percent of our respondents and long-term variable rewards for 
performance were implemented by 48 percent of our 
respondents). For job evaluation, analytical and market methods 
are used equally. Last but not least, we test the correlation of the 
index which we constructed for the evaluation of the 
implementation of the total rewards approach with the subjective 
evaluation of these rewards systems. 
 
Index Terms— job evaluation, performance management, 
rewards for performance, total rewards approach 
I. INTRODUCTION 
ur paper presents the final results of our empirical 
research into the implementation of rewards systems in 
companies domiciled in the Czech Republic. The survey 
concerned only large (i.e. more than 250 full-time employees) 
for-profit companies, which deal primarily with trade and the 
production of goods and services. 
In our previous research, the results of which are presented 
in [1], we surveyed the 150 largest Czech companies 
according to number of employees; we decided to repeat our 
research with an innovated methodology, and within a larger  
 
Manuscript received December 9, 2013. The preparation of this paper was 
financed by the Internal Grant Agency of the University of Economics, 
Prague under the registration number F1/10/2013 (internal grant IG107023).  
Petr Petera is a Ph.D. student at the University of Economics in Prague, 
Department of Managerial Accounting, W. Churchill Sq. 4, 130 67 Prague 3, 
Czech Republic (phone: +420 417 530 804 ; e-mail: petrpetera@volny.cz).  
Jaroslav Wagner is senior lecturer at the University of Economics in 
Prague (e-mail: wagner@vse.cz). 
Michal Menšík is rector at the Moravian University College in Olomouc 
(e-mail: michal.mensik@mvso.cz). 
 
group of companies. In particular, we wanted to find out to 
what extent principles of the total rewards approach are 
utilized, as well as which methods are used for job evaluation, 
and what kinds of rewards are used. Furthermore, we wanted 
to uncover how intensively rewards for performance are 
implemented (disaggregating short-term rewards for 
performance and long-term rewards for performance). 
Results of similarly oriented surveys show that 
organizations make intensive use of rewards for performance; 
[2], for example, presents the results of a survey (conducted in 
the year 2011) among private firms in the United States, 
according to which short-term rewards for performance are 
used by 95 percent of firms and long-term rewards for 
performance by 61 percent. We hypothesized that similar 
results would be obtained among companies in the Czech 
Republic as regards short-term incentives, but based on our 
experiences we also expected substantially lower utilization of 
long-term rewards for performance. 
II. METHODOLOGY 
A. Theoretical background 
We conducted our empirical research via a questionnaire 
that covered crucial aspects of rewards systems. To ensure that 
our updated questionnaire would reflect contemporary findings 
relevant to the field of research, we conducted an extensive 
review of the literature on rewarding the workforce, and 
incorporated our findings into the questionnaire accordingly. 
Regarding the total rewards approach and rewards strategy 
in general, we went through several books (especially 
important for our questionnaire being [3–6]) and many articles 
(of which the most important from the viewpoint of 
preparation of our questionnaire were [7–13]). As a result we 
were able to identify 15 principles (properties) which are often 
emphasized in the literature, the majority of which are 
generally considered to be important and desirable features of 
rewards systems. 
Firstly, there are three properties related to strategy. These 
include (1) existence of a strategy of remuneration, (2) 
alignment of the remuneration strategy with the firm’s overall 
strategy, and (3) alignment of the specific implementation of 
the rewards system with the remuneration strategy. 
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Secondly, there are more specific properties that should be 
implemented, specifically, (4) different types of rewards 
should be treated in an integrated way and communicated to 
the workforce as a “total rewards package”, (5) there should be 
sufficient communication about the rewards which exist in the 
organization, (6) job descriptions should be established and 
the value of jobs should be set, (7) there should be a high-
quality grade and pay structure in the organization, and (8) the 
remuneration system should be internally consistent. 
Alongside these, the literature often includes properties which, 
in our opinion and based on our experiences, are more 
controversial, specifically: (9) the remuneration system should 
sharply differentiate between top-performers and the rest of 
workforce, (10) the types of rewards offered to the workforce 
should take into account its demographic structure, (11) a 
cafeteria system (i.e. possibility to choose from different 
rewards) should be implemented.  
Finally, there are properties dealing with the “dynamics” of 
the rewards systems, i.e. mechanisms that help to keep the 
rewards system up-to-date. These include especially (12) 
conducting sufficiently frequent evaluation of the measures for 
successful implementation of the rewards system (e.g. 
resignations), (13) realization of appropriate actions on the 
basis of the previously mentioned measurement, and (14) 
performing an evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of the 
rewards system. 
Last but not least, among “properties” we also include (15) 
the ability of the system to attract and retain desirable a 
workforce, although strictly speaking this is not a property but 
“desirable result”.  
As for job evaluation schemes, it is fair to say that these are 
considered important tools for generating a feeling of equity in 
the workplace, but on the other hand an overly formalized 
system of job evaluation may be in conflict with the high 
performance approach, see e.g. [14]. We therefore decided to 
find out how our respondents deal with the problem of job 
evaluation, and we utilized a classification of the possible 
approaches to job evaluation as given in [3]. According to this 
classification it is possible to distinguish three approaches: 
analytical job evaluation (breaks jobs into elements and 
compares them element-by-element), non-analytical schemes 
(compares whole jobs), and finally market pricing (evaluates 
jobs according to their market rates). 
As for types of rewards, although we were inspired by the 
literature on the total rewards approach, we utilized our own 
classification. This classification distinguishes non-financial 
rewards (perks, benefits etc., see also Table IV) and 
compensation, which is further divided into base pay and 
variable compensation, which may be weakly or strongly 
dependent on performance (see also the next paragraph). It is 
important to note that rewards for performance may be both 
financial and non-financial, and that even fixed rewards (and 
changes in these rewards) may be linked to performance. 
Rewards for performance is a complex topic. On the one 
hand, there is a great deal of literature dedicated to these 
rewards, while on the other hand there are under-researched 
areas—for example, Merchant [15] asserts that in the area of 
rewards for performance there are many “puzzles” which need 
to be researched in the future. The complexity of this topic is 
also increased by its cross-disciplinary nature, see e.g. [16].  
For research into the properties of the implementation of 
rewards for performance schemes within firms, we decided to 
utilize our own framework which consists of several 
interconnected questions. Since it is not possible to outline our 
framework here in detail, we give only the list of the most 
important questions. The basic question is: Should rewards for 
performance be used or not? Assuming an answer in the 
affirmative, it is then important to decide the number of 
programs of rewards for performance, while also setting who 
will be eligible to obtain these rewards, which types of rewards 
for performance should be used (e.g. financial, non-financial), 
when, in which form (e.g. cash or shares), and with what 
frequency, rewards should be paid, which measures should be 
used for determination of reward, and how to compute these 
measures. Finally, it is also important to establish the relative 
importance of rewards for performance. We addressed 
majority of these questions in our questionnaire; nevertheless, 
the present paper sets out the data pertaining only to selected 
ones. 
B. Structure of the questionnaire 
We tried to embody our findings from the literature review 
in the questionnaire which was used for empirical 
investigation. As a result, our web-based questionnaire was 
comprehensive and included a total of 69 questions (usually 
with sub-questions); thanks to the system of display logic and 
flow control which we implemented, however, our respondents 
had to answer only a subset of these questions (e.g. where a 
given respondent indicated that they did not use long-term 
rewards for performance, questions about this type of reward 
were not displayed to this respondent). The questions were of 
various types, e.g. questions answered on seven-point Likert 
scale, closed format questions, dichotomous questions and 
several open format questions. The questionnaire was 
thematically divided into nine sections. 
The first section concerned the basic facts about our 
respondents (e.g. location of the seat of their company; number 
of full-time employees; strength of trade unions; industrial 
sector; decision-making authority; life cycle phase of the 
company; legal form; existence of holding structure; etc.). In 
the second section we addressed the implementation of the 
total rewards approach. Specifically, we asked our respondents 
to indicate their level of agreement (on a scale where 1 meant 
“fully disagree” and 7 meant “fully agree”) with statements 
about the presence of the properties of the total rewards 
approach. Respondents were also asked whether they consider 
a given property to be desirable (evaluated on the same scale, 
1 meaning “not desirable at all”, 7 meaning “extremely 
desirable”). The third section was dedicated to job evaluation 
approaches and to sources of information used for this activity. 
In the next section we asked our respondents which managerial 
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and non-managerial positions existed in their company (in total 
we distinguished 13 positions, see description under Table 
IV). We used this classification in many subsequent questions 
to get a more precise picture concerning the differences in 
compensation for these groups. In the fourth section we 
addressed non-financial rewards. We asked which types of 
these rewards are used in general, and at a more detailed level 
we asked about every type of non-financial reward, and which 
positions within the workforce are eligible to obtain these 
rewards and under which conditions (for the standard 
fulfillment of their duties, as a result of positive evaluation of 
their work, or not at all). The fifth section dealt with base pay 
and the reasons why it changes (length of work in the 
company, evaluation of individual performance, other). The 
sixth section was dedicated to variable financial rewards. 
Firstly, we asked which types of these rewards are used in 
general, and then at a more detailed level we asked about 
every type of financial variable reward, and for which position 
in the workforce these rewards are utilized. The seventh 
section concerned short-term variable financial rewards 
(defined as rewards awarded on the basis of performance 
evaluation within a period of up to one year). Specifically we 
asked, e.g., for which positions of workforce these rewards are 
utilized, the number of programs implemented (by a 
“program” of short-term variable financial rewards for 
performance we understand a short-term variable financial 
reward for performance awarded on the basis of a relatively 
separate set of performance measurements; e.g. if a 
salesperson is entitled to receive commissions on sales and at 
the same time is included in the company-wide profit sharing 
program, then he or she is in 2 programs), and which measures 
are utilized for the computation of these rewards. Concerning 
the measures typically used for computation of these rewards 
we also asked which level of measurement has the dominant 
role in determining these rewards (individual, teams or other 
groups, company as a whole), and about the form in which 
these rewards are paid (cash, shares, stock options, another 
form of equity, other). The eighth section was dedicated to 
long-term variable financial rewards (defined as rewards which 
are granted on the basis of performance measurement within a 
period longer than one year), and we asked basically the same 
questions as in the case of short-term variable financial 
rewards. In the last section we asked our respondents to 
express their agreement with the proposition that their rewards 
system is able to attract, retain and motivate their workforce. 
III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
A. Collection of the data 
For identification of potential respondents we used the 
Albertina database, finding 1,362 companies which met our 
selection criteria. We sent an e-mail to these companies, in 
which we included a link to our web-based questionnaire, 
concise information about our research project, and 
instructions concerning who should fill in the questionnaire 
(HR manager or compensation specialist). In total, 426 
companies started the survey, and of these companies 98 
finished the questionnaire; 18 responses were further excluded 
from the analysis on grounds of incompleteness. The response 
rate (counted from the number of respondents who started the 
survey) is thus 18.78 percent, in total 80 respondents. It is 
important to note that some respondents did not answer all our 
questions, and thus the number of responses to the individual 
questions may vary. 
B. Basic characteristics of our respondents 
The basic characteristics of the respondents are given in 
Table I. 
Although our respondents definitely belong to the category 
of “large” organizations, the biggest companies in the Czech 
Republic did not take part in our survey at this time.  
Regarding the intensity of trade unions, we can summarize 
that the mean value of the extent to which trade unions are 
active in a firm (measured on a scale where 1 means that the 
unions do not exist, 4 indicates moderate activity and 7 very 
strong activity of the unions) was 3.49, median 4.00 and 
standard deviation 2.15.  
As for the industry that best describes a company’s primary 
business (according to the CZ-NACE classification), 39 
respondents (51 percent) were from the manufacturing 
industry, 8 (11 percent) from transportation, 7 (9 percent) from 
wholesale and retail trade and repair of motor vehicles, 6 (8 
percent) from the construction industry, 5 (7 percent) from 
other service activities, 3 (4 percent) from water supply, 
sewerage, waste management and remediation activities, and 
the rest (8 companies, that is 10 percent) from other industries. 
 Concerning decision-making authority, 31 (40 percent) of 
our respondents identified themselves as profit centers, 30 (38 
percent) respondents were investment centers, 15 (19 percent) 
were cost centers, and 2 (3 percent) defined themselves as 
“other” without clear definition. 
Finally, 41 of our respondents were a subsidiary in a 
holding, 24 were a standalone company, 6 were a parent 
company in a holding, and 4 were simultaneously parent and 
subsidiary in a holding. 
C. Implementation of total rewards principles 
In section II.A of this paper we identified 15 properties that 
are usually considered in the literature to be desirable and 
important parts of the total rewards approach. We asked our 
respondents to determine to what degree they agreed with the 
propositions that their system has a given property. Although it 
is beyond the scope of this paper to analyze the complete 
TABLE I 
RESPONDENTS’ CHARACTERISTICS (N=74) 






Number of full 
time employees 
(2012) 
1123 445 2997 6.92 52.40 
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results, Table II sets out the properties found to have a mean 
value under 5. The desirability of the first two properties may 
be considered questionable and thus their low value is not too 
worrying. To find relatively low average values for properties 
related to the “dynamics” of rewards systems is more 
disturbing, because it may indicate problems in the future. 
Finally, a relatively low mean value of the property related to 
the ability of the system to differentiate between top-
performers and the rest of workforce is especially interesting 
in the context of intensive utilization of rewards for 
performance, and its interpretation requires further research. 
D. Methods utilized for job evaluation  
With respect to the methods of job evaluation, we 
hypothesized that the prevailing method would be market 
pricing, because this method is in accordance with a high 
performance management style and generally with 
performance-based remuneration, which are quite popular 
nowadays. Our results are summarized in Table III. 
Obviously, our hypothesis about domination of market 
pricing was not confirmed. Moreover, more detailed analysis 
of responses showed that only 17 respondents are using market 
pricing as the only method for job evaluation, while others use 
it in combination with other methods. Even more perturbing is 
the fact that of 39 companies using market pricing, 3 used only 
a “brief description of duties and level of responsibility”, 7 
used a “compressed job description”, and 11 used “uniform 
approach to the jobs classification”, which are imprecise 
methods and may give misleading results about the value of a 
job.  
E. Non-financial rewards 
We investigated which types of non-financial rewards are 
utilized in general, and the results can be found in Table IV.  
In general, non-financial rewards are intensively used by our 
respondents, which is quite satisfying. On the other hand, the 
relatively low utilization of work–life balance programs is 
quite surprising. 
We also conducted a more detailed analysis aimed at the 
question of for which positions in the workforce the above 
mentioned rewards are utilized, and whether these rewards are 
granted more or less “automatically”, i.e. for a standard 
performance or based on a positive performance evaluation.  
In our research we distinguished 13 positions: CEO (P-1); 
top management (P-2); middle management (P-3); lower 
management (P-4); purchasing staff (P5); sales staff (P-6); 
routine workforce in administration (P-7); routine workforce in 
support activities (P-8); routine workforce in manufacturing of 
products and providing services (P-9); routine workforce for 
contact with customers (P-10); highly educated/skilled 
professionals in supportive activities (P-11); creative 
workforce for design and innovations of products and services, 
manufacturing technology, internal processes (P-12); creative 
workforce for customer’s innovations (P-13). 
Table V sets out the percentages of employees at a given 
TABLE III 




Market pricing 39 
  only market pricing 17 
  market pricing together with another method 22 
Analytical job evaluation 42 
Non-analytical job evaluation 23 
 
TABLE II 
TOTAL REWARDS APPROACH PROPERTIES WITH MEAN VALUE LOWER THAN 5 




The property is implemented in 
our system 
Mean Median Std Dev 
Cafeteria system (possibility to choose 
from different types of rewards) 
2.66 2.00 1.85 
 
Selection of the types of rewards takes 








    
Based on the evaluation, appropriate 
actions are taken to improve the 
remuneration system 
4.43 4.00 1.74 
 









Measures of successful implementation 
are evaluated with sufficient frequency  
4.56 5.00 1.64 
 
















Perquisites (NF-1) 72 90 
Training of transferable skills (NF-2) 72 90 
Benefits (NF-3) 66 83 
Non-financial recognition (NF-4) 59 74 
Promotion (NF-5) 58 73 
Work-life balance (NF-6) 53 66 
Other (NF-7) 27 34 
 
TABLE V 
PERCENTAGE OF WORKFORCE WHO GET A GIVEN REWARD ON THE BASIS OF 
POSITIVE EVALUATION OF THEIR WORK 
Position 
% of workforce obtaining given reward on the basis 
of positive evaluation of their performance 
NF1 NF2 NF3 NF4 NF5 NF6 
P-1 8 8 16 57 72 13 
P-2 8 11 11 63 71 10 
P-3 24 27 21 63 75 14 
P-4 25 30 13 63 79 23 
P-5 28 31 16 61 77 18 
P-6 33 27 19 64 84 28 
P-7 26 31 15 64 81 24 
P-8 27 34 12 68 84 19 
P-9 23 25 14 67 83 19 
P-10 30 33 16 68 77 37 
P-11 31 27 19 65 83 24 
P-12 25 20 19 63 80 12 
P-13 35 24 19 65 80 13 
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position who get the reward on the basis of positive evaluation 
of their work; the percentage was counted regarding the 
employees eligible to obtain a given reward (for a description 
of types of rewards, see Table IV). For example, if under these 
conditions 8 percent of CEOs get perquisites on the basis of a 
positive evaluation of their work, the rest of the CEOs (that is, 
92 percent) who are eligible to obtain perquisites get them for 
“standard” fulfilling of their duties, i.e. basically automatically. 
From Table V it is obvious that a majority of non-financial 
rewards are provided to the workforce primarily on the basis 
of “standard fulfilling” of their duties and not on the basis of 
positive evaluation of their work. The exception is non-
financial recognition and promotions, the majority of which 
are awarded on the basis of a positive evaluation of work. 
F. Base salary  
In summary, according to our results changes in the base 
salary are most frequently realized on the basis of individual 
performance evaluation (this goes for all positions), although 
account is often taken of length of work in the company as 
well as other factors (e.g. market conditions). We can also 
summarize that top performers achieve substantially higher 
base salary increases than the rest of workforce only in 
minority of companies, i.e. in the majority of cases top 
performers receive the same or a not significantly higher 
increase of the base salary. 
G. Variable financial rewards 
Firstly, we investigated which variable financial rewards are 
used by our respondents, with the results summarized in Table 
VI. 
In summary, according to our research a dominant role is 
played by short-term rewards for performance. This result is 
similar to the result published in [2] (where short-term 
incentives were used by 95 percent and long-term incentives 
by 61 percent of respondents). Although long-term variable 
rewards for performance are used significantly less than short-
term rewards for performance, they are still used by nearly 50 
percent of companies. 
At a more detailed level, we also investigated for which 
categories (positions) of workforce are the rewards listed in 
Table VI available; however, presentation of these results is 
beyond the scope of this paper. 
H. Short-term (STI) and long-term (LTI) variable financial 
rewards for performance 
We investigated STI and LTI in detail and here we present 
selected results. 
First, let us analyze the form in which STI and LTI are paid. 
As can be seen from Table VII, a dominant role is played by 
cash rewards, and this is true both for STI and LTI. Payment in 
stocks, stock options or in other forms of equity is utilized 
only exceptionally. 
This may be considered a somewhat undesirable situation 
because such an approach may strengthen the short-term 
orientation of workforce in its decision making. 
Secondly, we discuss our results regarding the prevailing 
number of measures that are used for the determination of STI 
and LTI (see Table VIII). We asked our respondents to 
determine how many measures are usually employed for the 
determination of reward. This question was answered by 
selecting one of the following options: (1) 1 measure, (2) 2–5 
measures, (3) 6–9 measures, (4) 10 or more measures, (5) 
impossible to determine. In Table VIII we present the most 
frequent answer for all positions of employees as well as the 
percentage of respondents who chose a given answer. In all 
cases, our respondents indicated that for determination of 
TABLE VIII 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF STI AND LTI PROGRAMS; PREVAILING NUMBER OF 






















P-1 1.35 1.56 2 – 5 63 2 – 5 67 
P-2 1.45 1.50 2 – 5 74 2 – 5 86 
P-3 1.63 1.19 2 – 5 86 2 – 5 81 
P-4 1.63 1.20 2 – 5 89 2 – 5 93 
P-5 1.51 1.25 2 – 5 83 2 – 5 91 
P-6 1.49 1.27 2 – 5 75 2 – 5 90 
P-7 1.39 1.23 2 – 5 80 2 – 5 83 
P-8 1.38 1.10 2 – 5 76 2 – 5 80 
P-9 1.52 1.17 2 – 5 76 2 – 5 75 
P-10 1.33 1.30 2 – 5 75 2 – 5 78 
P-11 1.45 1.20 2 – 5 83 2 – 5 79 
P-12 1.54 1.11 2 – 5 81 2 – 5 78 
P-13 1.62 1.14 2 – 5 80 2 – 5 86 
 
TABLE VII 
FORM IN WHICH VARIABLE REWARDS FOR PERFORMANCE ARE PAID 










P-1 30 1 14 2 
P-2 46 2 19 3 
P-3 47 2 15 1 
P-4 45 1 13 1 
P-5 46 1 10 1 
P-6 44 0 9 1 
P-7 40 1 11 1 
P-8 34 0 9 1 
P-9 42 0 11 1 
P-10 24 0 8 1 
P-11 41 1 13 1 
P-12 28 0 8 1 
P-13 21 0 7 0 
 
TABLE VI 
TYPES OF VARIABLE FINANCIAL REWARDS 




Rewards for success in performing a specific ask 66 84 
Short-term variable rewards for performance 64 81 
Financial recognition (spot bonus) 40 51 
Long-term variable financial rewards for 
performance 
38 48 
One-time rewards for achieving of certain 
qualification or skills 
26 33 
Bonuses independent on performance 17 22 
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reward they use between 2 and 5 measures. This result is in 
accordance with the finding (expressed e.g. in [17]) that one 
measure is usually not sufficient and at the same time too many 
measures may be also harmful. 
Finally, we asked our respondents how many programs (i.e. 
STI or LTI awarded on the basis of a relatively separate set of 
performance measurements) they use, and the average number 
of implemented programs can be found in Table VIII.  
More detailed analysis of the results showed that the most 
frequent number of programs implemented is between one and 
two, which is in accordance with findings presented in [2], and 
we hypothesize that companies are reluctant to implement too 
many programs because it may be demanding to administer 
these programs, and also because 1–2 programs are sufficient. 
I. Subjective evaluation of the quality of rewards system 
and its correlation with the total rewards approach index 
The last question of our questionnaire examined the 
satisfaction of our respondents with their rewards system, 
asking our respondents to express their agreement with the 
proposition “Our system has ability to attract, motivate and 
retain skilled employees” (measured on a scale where 1 meant 
“fully disagree” and 7 meant “fully agree”). The results can be 
found in Table IX. 
Last but not least, for each company we computed an index 
of the total rewards approach implementation as an arithmetic 
mean of the properties described in section II.A of this paper; 
properties (10), (11) and (15) were excluded from the 
computation of this index. Consequently we tested the 
correlation of this index with the subjective evaluation of the 
implemented rewards system, and results are presented in 
Table X. 
It is possible to assert that there is a middle strong (0.464) 
statistically significant (Sig level is 0.000) positive correlation 
between the index of the total rewards approach 
implementation and the subjective evaluation of the rewards 
system. Therefore we can conclude that our index is a good 
proxy for the evaluation of the rewards system. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
According to our findings, the respondents are relatively 
successful in their implementation of the total rewards 
approach, though there are some problems, usually related to 
the procedures implemented for updating these systems. 
As for job evaluation methods, our hypothesis about 
prevalence of market-based methods was not confirmed, with 
analytical job evaluation being used even more often. 
Nonfinancial rewards are used intensively by our 
respondents and, with the exception of non-financial 
recognition and promotions (which are awarded primarily on 
the basis of positive evaluation of work), are provided to the 
workforce primarily on the basis of “standard fulfilling” of 
their duties. 
Rewards for performance are used by the vast majority of 
our respondents. We addressed short-term and long-term 
variable rewards for performance in detail, finding that these 
rewards are paid nearly entirely in cash, while stocks and stock 
options or other forms of equity are not utilized. Our 
respondents most often implement 1 or 2 programs of STI or 
LTI, and for determination of rewards typically use 2–5 
measures. 
We also calculated an “index of total rewards approach 
implementation”: its correlation with the subjective evaluation 
of the rewards system was tested and we found a middle strong 
statistically significant correlation. 
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